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SUMMARY
Four pigs from each of 44 purebred and crossbred litters have 
been fed by the Animal Husbandry Section since this project 
was started in the fall of 1927. That litters differ rather widely 
in the number of pigs farrowed, the gaining ability of the pigs, 
the feed requirements per unit of gain and the proportion and 
quality of the carcass produced are indicated by the data se­
cured.
The dams of all of the 44 litters farrowed eight or more living 
pigs each. Unfortunately figures on the number of pigs weaned 
are not available.
The range in average daily gain per pig of those in the 44 
litters fed from the time they were 65 days of age to the 225- 
pound average final market weight was from 1.127 pounds to 
1.683 pounds, a difference of more than half a pound. The aver­
age of all litters was 1.381 pounds per pig daily. The pigs in 
18 litters, or approximately 41 percent, made less than average 
daily gain.
The total feed consumed per hundredweight of gain of these 
litters ranged from 358 to 468 pounds, a difference of approxi­
mately 110 pounds. The average feed consumption per hun­
dredweight of gain of all litters was practically 398 pounds. 
The pigs in 18 of the litters required more feed than the aver­
age required by all litters. Thirteen of the eighteen litters that 
required more feed than average were those in which the pigs 
gained less pounds daily than the average of the pigs in all 
litters.
The proportion of the various carcass cuts of the pigs from 
the different litters varied considerably.
The value of the carcass is expressed in dollars per 100 
pounds of liveweight per pig based upon yield and quality of 
the carcass at the average price of wholesale cuts for the last 
five years. The litter that returned the most dollars worth of 
products per 100 pounds of liveweight yielded $12.46 worth of 
pork products, while the litter that had the lowest yield re­
turned only $10.72, a difference of $1.74. This means that the 
225-pound pig from the high yielding litter returned some $3.92 
more products than the same size pig from the low yielding 
litter.
Breeding stock that farrows large litters o l pigs that will 
make a maximum gain during the growing and fattening period 
on a minimum feed requirement for the unit of gain and cut out 
a high percentage of quality products are the desirable kind. 
If the 44 litters fed in this -vyork are taken as representative 
litters, it is at once apparent that the efficiency of qur breeding 
stock varies widely and some of them are producing far. from 
the ideal pig.
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SWINE PERFORMANCE RECORD—LITTER 
COMPARISONS*
B y  C. C. Cu lbertson , J o h n  M. E w a r d , H. H. K ildee  a n d  M. D. HELSERf
Swine breeders in this country have been handicapped by not 
having had a satisfactory basis for the effective selection of 
their breeding stock. The judging of livestock by experienced 
men based on visual inspection has been responsible for consid­
erable progress, but it should be supplemented by additional 
facts in order to determine accurately such essentials as ability 
to reproduce efficiently, to grow rapidly and to convert a unit 
of feed into a near-maximum of quality meat and by-products.
Actual records of performance have been used for years as a 
basis for the breeding of race horses. The dairyman and the 
poultryman also use records of performance. The regular 
weighing of the milk from each individual cow and the testing 
of the fat content of the milk by means of the Babcock test, and 
the trap-nesting of hens are modern, more fundamental methods 
of discriminating between desirable and undesirable animals. 
Swine breeders have not had a record of the performance of 
their sows and, consequently, have been greatly handicapped.
A group of men representing Iowa swine interests met at the 
Iowa State F&ir in 1923 to work out a plan of a performance 
record for swine. The Danish breeding system was used as a 
basis, as the Danes have for some 20 years tested their breeding 
stock for economy o£ gain and carcass qualities. During this 
time the Danes have reduced the amount of feed necessary to 
produce 100 pounds of pork from approximately 400 pounds to 
approximately 320 pounds. They also have improved the quali­
ty of their pork so that Danish bacon now sells at a premium in 
the English markets.
> The provisional plan presented was therefore based, to a con­
siderable extent, on the methods now successfully applied in 
Denmark, but with modifications and extensions to make it 
adaptable to conditions in the United States and particularly to 
the Corn Belt.
A committee was appointed from those gathered at the 1923 
State Fair meeting to consider the proposition and work out the 
details. This committee was composed of representatives of the 
Experiment Station, the swine breeders, the State Department 
of Agriculture, the Farm Bureau Federation and the Iowa farm
tWith the collaboration of C. F. Bassett and W. E. Hammond.
*The research work reported in this bulletin is a contribution from the Iowa Agri­
cultural Experiment Station to the national cooperative project, Swine Performance 
Record. All phases of this project have been conducted, insofar as possible, in ac­
cordance with the recommendations of the national committee. The cooperative 
agencies are: United States Department of Agriculture, National Swine Record of 
Performance Committee and the state agricultural experiment stations.
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press. At the final meeting of the committee at Ames, Nov. 15, 
1923, a draft of tentative rules was presented and with a few* 
modifications was recommended for adoption by the Iowa Agri­
cultural Experiment Station.
The final plan adopted was concerned with five points of eco­
nomic importance, namely: fertility, rapidity of gain, economy 
of gain, quantitative yield of carcass and by-products and 
quality of product.
The methods for determining these factors as finally adopted 
were to test representative pigs from nominated litters at the 
Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station, the pigs to be fed under 
practically identical conditions. Slaughter tests were specified 
for the pigs when they reached the handy market weight of 225 
pounds.
A National Swine Record of Performance Committee was ap­
pointed by the National Swine Growers’ Association in 1927 to 
work out plans for making the project national in scope.
Improvements have been made in the original plan and at pres­
ent (1930) litters are being fed at the Iowa, Minnesota, Wiscon­
sin, West Virginia and Bureau of Animal Industry experiment 
stations, all cooperating with the United States Department of 
Agriculture in this work. Other stations are contemplating 
similar work.
OBJECTS OF THE INVESTIGATION
The objects of these experiments were to find the relative ef­
ficiency of the swine breeding stock as determined by the rec­
ords made in number of offspring farrowed, the ability of these 
offspring to use feed efficiently, that is to make a maximum of 
gain with a minimum of feed, and to convert this feed into a 
maximum of quality meat and by-products.
METHODS OF EXPERIMENTATION
l. DURATION OF EXPER IM EN TS
The first weanling litters tested were farrowed during Sep­
tember, 1927. Four representative pigs from each litter were 
received at the station when the pigs were 63 days of age. 
They were actually started on the experimental feeds when 65 
days of age, and the feeding continued until each litter reached 
the average weight of 225 pounds per pig.
Representative pigs from litters farrowed during April and 
September, 1928, and March and September, 1929, have also 
been tested. These litters, like those in the first experiment, 
were started on the experimental feeds when 65 days of age and 
were fed^  to the same average final weight of 225 pounds.
Two pigs from each litter were slaughtered within a few days 
after the litter reached the final weight. The pigs chosen to be 
slaughtered were those nearest the 225-pound final weight.
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II. ANIM ALS USED
Four pigs, two barrows and two sows, from nominated and 
accepted litters of Iowa herds were selected by the owner and 
sent to the Animal Husbandry Section. These four pigs consti­
tuted an experimental lot and were fed as a unit. Only the off­
spring of gilts or older sows that met certain requirements were 
accepted. To be eligible a gilt must have farrowed seven living 
pigs and an older sow eight living pigs. Four of these pigs were 
to be delivered to the Animal Husbandry Section of the Iowa 
Agricultural Experiment Station at weights averaging from 35 
to 45 pounds, and when they were not over 63 days of age. The 
sire and dam of each litter were required to be purebreds, altho 
not necessarily of .the same breed.
Litters fed in the four later experiments met the same re­
quirements except that the upper weight limit of the pigs was 
changed so that the four pigs weighed on the average from 35 
to 50 pounds at 65 days of age.
I II .  HOUSING AND YARDS
All litters were housed in a low shed-roof type of hog house 
divided by solid wooden partitions so that each litter had a 
floor space o f»6 feet by 8 feet. The roof of the house was in­
sulated with composition board, and the vertically placed win­
dows on the south consisted of glass substitute. These windows 
were covered with tar paper early in June and not uncovered 
until October. Outside yard space for each fall litter was 8 by 
12 feet in dimension and was on the south side of the house. 
Spring litters had the same outside yard space, and, in addition, 
each litter had a space 4 by 8 feet on the north side of the build­
ing during the hot weather. This outside space on the north 
side of the building was shaded by the doors on the house, 
which were raised in late May or early June, depending upon 
the weather.
The floors of both the houses and yards were of concrete.
* IV. W EIG HTS OF ANIM ALS
Individual weights were taken on the pigs from each litter 
for three consecutive days, and the average of these weights 
was taken as the correct initial weight. The first of these three 
weights was taken when the pigs were 64 days of age. Individ­
ual weights of the pigs were taken at the end of each 30-day 
period until the litters reached the final average weight of 225 
pounds, determined by individual weights on three consecutive 
days. The average of the weights was considered as the final 
weight.
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V. RATIONS FED
1927-28 Experiment
All litters were fed the following rations:
Shelled corn, mixed, approximately 80 percent yellow, self- 
fed; supplemental mixture (meat meal tankage, 60 percent 
protein, 60; linseed oilmeal, 15; cottonseed meal, 10; alfalfa 
meal, 12; minerals, 3; total 1Q0 pounds) self-fed; and minerals 
(salt, common, 20.00; limestone, high, calcium. 38.99; bone^neal, 
special steamed, 38.99; iron oxide, commercial, 2.00; and potas­
sium iodide, 0.02; total 100 pounds) self-fed.
The 3 pounds of minerals included in the supplemental mix­
ture were the same as the minerals sglf-fed.
After the litters had been in the experimental yards for about 
60 days, it was noticed that all pigs had an appetite for dirt, so 
from that time dirt was supplied to all litters.
Other Experiments
The ration in the other experiments was the same as that fed 
during the 1927-28 experiment except that the mineral mixture 
was modified in such a way as to make dirt feeding unneces­
sary. The minerals self-fed included in the supplemental mix­
ture were as follows: Salt, common, 20.00; limestone, high cal­
cium, 38.99; bone meal, special steamed, 35.79; iron oxide, com­
mercial, 2.00; potassium iodide, 0.02; manganese sulfate, 0.10; 
copper sulfate 0.10; sodium bicarbonate (baking soda), 3.00; 
total 100 pounds.
VI. FEEDS USED
A description of the feeds used during the five experiments is 
given in appendix A.
VII.  CHEM ICAL COMPOSITION
A table (IX) giving the actual analyses of the feeds used is 
included in the appendix.
Results of the Experiments
Forty-four litters have been fed to the 225-pound average 
final weight per pig in this project since it was initiated in.the 
fall of 1927. There have been considerable differences in the 
rate of gain, the feed requirements per unit of gain and the 
weight and quality of the various carcass cuts of these litters.
It' was deemed advisable at this time to report the breeding 
and the breeder of the litters making the best showing in rapid­
ity of gain, feed requirements and value of carcass. The data 
gathered on all litters are reported in the appendix, but the 
breed of the litter and the breeder are not reported.
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GAINS MADE BY T H E  L ITTERS
Table I shows the number of days required for each litter to 
reach the average final weight of 225 pounds, the average initial 
weight of the pigs when 65 days of age, the average daily gain 
per pig and the variability of the gain within the litters of the 
15 litters (top one-third of all lots) making the best showing as 
far as gains were concerned. It also shows certain averages 
for the 44 litters.
Four of the litters gained more than 1.6 pounds daily per pig 
during the growing and fattening period, an excellent gain for 
pigs grown and fattened in dry lot. All of the litters in the top 
one-third made very good gains. The litter ranking fifteenth 
made almost 1.5 pounds daily per pig (1.483 lbs.).
The litter making the greatest average daily gain (1.683 lbs.) 
gained practically 22 percent faster than the average (1.381 
lbs.) of the 44 litters that have been fed.
The range in average daily gains of all lots was from 1.683 
pounds per pig to 1.127 pounds, a difference of more than half a 
pound.
The relative variation in the gains of the pigs in these 15 lit­
ters was with two exceptions relatively low. In other words, 
the pigs in the litters made a uniform gain.
The variabifity (coefficient of variability) in the gain of the 
pigs of each litter is a relative index of the uniformity of gain. 
A zero variability represents perfect uniformity. Variability in 
gain of the litters fed in this work ranged from 1 to 30 percent.
Fig. 1. Representative pig from the Duroc Jersey litter (lot VI—experiment 306) 
that made the greatest average daily gain from the time the pigs were 65 days old to 
the average final weight of 225 pounds per pig. The average pig in this litter made a 
daily gain of 1.68 pounds during the 102-day feeding period.
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TABLE I. SWINE PERFORMANCE RECORD—LITTERS RANKED ACCORDING TO RAPIDITY OF GAIN, 
AVERAGE DAILY GAIN AND DAYS REQUIRED TO REACH FINAL WEIGHT
All Lots Were Fed From 65 Days of Age to 225-Pounds Average Weight Per Pig
Lot no., Exp. no. 
and designation'
Days re­
quired to 
reach 
225 lbs.
Av. initial 
wt. (lbs.)
Gain Breed Sire of litter Dam of litter BreederAv. daily 
per pig 
(lbs.)
Varia-
bilityt
(percent)
VI—306 
Spring
102.0 53.68 
(June 28)
1.683 10 Duroc Jersey Great Colonel 
(469689)
Great Colonel’s Princess 
(1577592)
McKee Bros. 
Creston, Iowa
1—306
Spring
115.0 36.93 
(June 6)
1.640 8 Duroc Jersey Fireworks
(551177)
Pathmistress 33rd 
(1582630)
J. L. Harper & Son 
Ames, Iowa
VII—326 
Fall
110.5 46.08 
(Nov. 21)
1.619 9 Poland China- 
Duroc Jersey
Dynamite (A24629) Lady Index (N60574) Snyder & Feldman 
Breda, Iowa
X—326 
Fall
114.5 42. Ì8 
(Nov. 23)
1.601 7 Duroc Jersey- 
Poland China
Blaze (N15895) Production Girl 
(A126608)
J. J. Feldman 
Breda, Iowa
V—306 
Spring
122.5 33.43 
(June 13)
1.564 10 Poland China Blackstone (A44657) Mabel Normand 
(A82064)
T. J. Barragy & Sons 
Rockwell, Iowa
IV*—306 
Spring
116.5 43.28 
(June 6)
1.560 12 Duroc Jersey Master Prospect 
(N10987)
Ruby Sensation Beauty 
(N21852)
Sam Roberts & Sons 
Jefferson, Iowa
X—276 
Fall
122.0 38.33 
(Dec. 2)
1.532 5 Spotted Poland 
China
Cedar Wood (119161) Queen Rainbow VI 
(320434)
Massee & Massee 
Nashua, Iowa
III*—315 
Fall
113.0 52.18 
(Nov. 17)
1.532 8 Duroc Jersey Dictator (N20943) Fireworks Lady 1st: 
(1551702)
Harlan Harper 
Ames, Iowa
VIII—306 
Spring
125.0 34.88 
(June 29)
1.524 17 T amworth-Chester 
White
Tomahawk Banker II 
(34992)
Silver Maid 2nd 
(437580)
J. J. Newlin 
Grimes, Iowa
V—276 
Fall
123.5 38.25 
(Nov. 14)
1.516 5 Poland China White Sox Armistice 
(A30793)
Pathfinder’s Orange 
Belle (A33950)
J. J. Feldman 
Breda, Iowa
III—276 
Fall
117.5 48.58 
(Nov. 8)
1.498 20 Spotted Poland 
China
Buckeye’s Marvel 
(119457)
Repeater’s Miss Wonder 
(343906)
R. W. Hansell 
Indianola, Iowa
X—319 
Spring
127.0 35.68 
(May 26)
1.491 13 Spotted Poland 
China
The Path Leader 
(140553)
Sunset Glow 
(339522)
J. Roach Sons 
Plainfield, Iowa
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T A B I/E  I  Continued
1—326
Fall
112.5 57.75 
(Nov. 8)
1.486 7 Spotted Poland 
China
Announcer III 
(138583)
Miss Wildfire 
(359014)
R. W. Hansell & Son 
Indianola, Iowa
XIII—319 
Spring
126.5 37 .«3 
(June 3)
1.485 7 Poland China The Silverman 
(A52699)
Dominator’s Pride 
(A130774)
O. J. Hess 
Worthington, Iowa
VII—276 
Fall
128.0 35.68 
(Nov. 18)
1.483 11 Chester White Proud Giant 
(256043)
I. S. C. 20 of 24 
(437380)
A. H. Department 
Ames, Iowa
Average of all 
44 Litters in 
Test.
135.3 1.381
•(•Coefficient of variability—standard deviation divided by mean (Av. daily gain) times 100. 
♦Only three pigs finished.
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Fig. .2. Representative pig from the Poland China litter (lot XIII—experiment 319) 
that required the least feed of all litters (358 pounds) per hundred pounds gain. The 
average pig gained 1.49 pounds daily, cut out $11.98 worth of pork products and 
ranked third in margin.
FEED REQUIREMENTS PER HU N D R E D W E IG H T OF GAIN
Table II shows the number of days required for the litter to 
reach the average final weight of 225 pounds, the average initial 
weight of the pigs when 65 days of age and the feed required 
per hundredweight of gain of the 15 litters (top one-third of 
lots fed) requiring the least total feed per unit of gain. The 
litter requiring the least total feed per hundredweight of gain 
is ranked first.
The litter of Poland China pigs (Lot XIII—Experiment 319) 
that required the least feed per hundredweight of gain ate, in 
round numbers, 288 pounds of 14 percent moisture shelled corn, 
71 pounds of the 47 percent protein supplemental mixture and 
practically 4^ pound of the mineral mixture, a total of 359 
pounds. This is an excellent record for dry lot feeding. The 
four pigs in this lot did not require the least number of days 
to reach the 225-pound final weight, but they, did make the 
weight at a little less than 6y2‘ months of age. They ranked in 
the top one-third in rapidity of gain, making almost 1 y2 pounds 
daily per pig, altho 13 of the litters made a faster gain.
The litters ranking second, third, fourth and fifth in feed re­
quirements were not far behind the first ranking litter, in fact 
there was less than 10 pounds difference in total feed require­
ments per hundredweight of gain between the first five litters.
10
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The litter that ranked fifteenth in feed requirements ate a trifle 
over 20 pounds (22.69) more than the first lot.
The feed required for the hundredweight of gain of all 44 lit­
ters ranged from 358.44 to 468.22 pounds, a difference of ap­
proximately 110 pounds, while the average for all lots was 
397.61 pounds, almost 40 pounds more than the first ranking 
litter.
If the litters had been ranked in economy of gain, several of 
the litters in the top one-third would have been slightly ahead 
of the litter that ranks first in total feed requirements. This 
is true because some of the litters which required more total 
feed, required a lower proportion of the relatively high priced 
supplemental mixture. Practically 20 percent of the total feed 
eaten by the litter that ranked first was supplement, while the 
second litter ate only approximately 16 percent supplement, 
the third litter 17 percent supplement and the fifth litter 16 per­
cent supplement.
CARCASS VALUES OF T H E  L ITTERS
Two representative pigs from each litter were slaughtered 
when the litter (4 pigs) reached the final average weight of 225 
pounds. Weights of the various carcass cuts and edible by­
products were made at this time. These average weights are 
reported in table VII in the appendix.
The 15 litters (top one-third) cutting out the ^ most  ^dollars 
worth of pork and by-products per 100 pounds of liveweight are 
reported in table III.
The prices of the various cuts and by-products used in arriv­
ing at this general value figure were average wholesale prices 
of these cuts and by-products by months at Chicago for the past 
five years. See table X  in appendix for the prices used.
The litter that cut out the most dollars worth of products per 
hundred pounds of liveweight was a Tamworth litter. Each 
100 pounds of live pig yielded $12.46 worth of pork products 
which was 20 cents more than the second litter and 62 cents 
more than the average of all 44 litters. This means that^  each 
225-potmd pig in the highest ranking lot was worth practically 
$1.40 more to the packer than the pig from the average litter 
on the basis of the prices used in this project.
The litter returning the least dollars per hundred pounds of 
liveweight returned only $10.72, or $1.74 less than the “ top”  
litter.
The litter that made the best showing had a high dressing 
percentage (80.75 percent on the basis of chilled carcass and 
feedlot liveweight) and had a high percentage of the most val­
uable cuts, namely, loin, bacon and ham.
11
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TABLE I t  LITTERS RANKED ACCORDING TO TOTAL FEED REQUIREMENTS (LOW FIRST) 
_____________ AULotsWere Fed From 65 Days of Age to a 225-Pound Average Weight Per Pig.
Lot no., Exp. no 
and designation
Days re­
quired to 
reach 
225 lbs.
Av. initial 
wt. (lbs.)
Feec 1 required for 100 lbs. gain
Breed Sire of litter Dam of litter BreederSh. corn 
(14% M)
Supple­
ment
Miner­
als
Total
XIII—319 
Spring 126.5 37.83 (June 3)
287.57 70.61 .26 358.44 Poland China The Silverman 
(A52699) Dominator’s Pride (A130774)
O. J. Hess 
Worthington, Iowa
Fall 128.0 35.68 (Nov. 18)
305.54 54.86 .18 360.58 Chester White Proud Giant 
(256043) I.S C. 20 of 24 (437380) A. H. DepartmentX—326 
Fall 114.5 42.18 (Nov. 23)
302.85 59.96 .26 363.07 Duroc Jersey- 
Poland China Blaze (N15895) Production Girl (A126608) J. J. Feldman Breda, IowaV—319 
Spring 130.0 39.58 (May 21)
295.87 69.56 1.26 366.69 Poland China Hercular Choice 
(A52429) Plover’s Queen (A48414) Joseph LengelingIV—319 
Spring 130.5 37.18 (May 16)
308.29 58.27 1.18 367.74 Spotted Poland 
China Great Prospect (131537) Maggie Pride (360872) T. Fred ShermanV—306 
Spring 122.5 33.43 (June 13)
293.85 78.09 .74 372.68 Poland China Blackstone
(A44657) Mabel Normand (A82064) T. S. Barragy & Sons Rockwell, Iowa
Spring 127.0 41.68 (May 22)
308.36 66.17 .40 374.93 Poland China Big Orange 
(A56925) Queen R (A132996) F. T. Plummer• X —276 
Fall
122.0 38.33 
(Dec. 2)
322.30 52.48 .18 374.96 Spotted Poland 
China Cedar Wood (119161) Queen Rainbow VI (320434) Massee & MasseeIII*—326 
Fall
133.5 33.18 
(Nov. 9)
294.46 80.22 .33 375.01 Yorkshire Hickory Grove 
Canada King 
(36313)
Hickory Grove 
Betty 5th 
(36842)
M. J. Lundvall 
Boxholm, Iowa
Spring , 102.0 * 53.68 (June 28)
298.38 76.54 .45 375.37 Duroc Jersey Great Colonel 
(469689) Great Colonel’s Princess (1577592)
McKee Bros.
X —319 
Spring
127.0 35.68 
(May 26)
308.30 67.51 .27 376.08 Spotted Poland 
China The Path Leader (140553) Sunset Glow (339522) J. Roach SonsV—276 
Fall
123.5 38.25 
(Nov. 14)
314.48 63.88 .84 379.20 Poland China White Sox Armis­
tice (A30793) Pathfinder’s Orange Belle 
(A33950)
J. J. Feldman 
Breda, Iowa
-- ---------- --- - ------- ---
12
Bulletin, Vol. 24 [1930], No. 277, Art. 1
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/bulletin/vol24/iss277/1
H B H
TABLE II Continued
IV*—306 
Spring
116.5 43.28 
(June 6)
291.60 87.37 .38 379.35 Duroc Jersey Master Prospect 
(N10987)
Ruby Sensation 
Beauty (N21852)
Sam Roberts & Sons 
Jefferson, Iowa
1—276
Fall
130.0 43.33 
(Nov. 5)
311.15 66.39 2.64 380.18 Duroc Jersey Fireworks
(551177)
Perfect Typess 1st 
(1550762)
J. L. Harper & Son 
Ames, Iowa
1—306
Spring
115.0 .36.93 
(June 6)
299.34 81.08 .71 381.13 Duroc Jersey Fireworks
(551177)
Pathmistress 33rd 
(1582630)
J. L. Harper & Son 
Ames, Iowa
Average of all 
44 litters
135.3 323.26 73.62 .73 397.61
♦Only three pigs finished.
13
Culbertson et al.: Swine performance record litter comparisons
Published by Iowa State University Digital Repository, 1930
TABLE III. LITTERS RANKED ON VALUE OF CARCASS PER 100 LBS. LIVEWEIGHT* 
(Two Pigs From Each Litter Slaughtered at a Weight of Approximately 225 Pounds)
Lot no., Exp. 
no. and 
designation
Value of all 
cuts per 100 
lbs. live- 
weight
Dressing
percentage
Breed Sire of litter Dam of litter Breeder
11—306
Spring
$12.46 80.75 Tam worth Golden Lad (3542 6) Golden Rod’s June I 
(35873)
Harold Eckermann 
Davenport, Iowa
1—319
Spring
$12.26 79.44 Tamworth Tomahawk Anchor 
(36057)
Tomahawk Sarah 
(36955)
J. J. Newlin 
Grimes, Iowa
VIII—326 
Fall
$12.23 78.48 Hampshire Playmate (171807) Marvel Lassie (451166) Orben Schoff 
Lost Nation, Iowa
V—319 
Spring
$12.22 79.14 Poland China Hercular Choice 
(A52429)
Plover's Queen 
(A48414)
Joseph Lengeling 
Breda, Iowa
VII—326 
Fall
$12.15 78.23 Poland China- 
Duroc, Jersey
Dynamite (A24629) Lady Index (N60574) Snyder and Feldman 
Breda, Iowa
VI—326 
Fall
$12.13 79.53 Poland China Big Orange (A56925) Queen (A132998) F. T. Plummer 
Marion, Iowa
IV—276 
Fall
$12.10 79.05 Yorkshire Bourne of Baring 18th 
(34877)
Northfield Princess 33rd 
(32810)
John J. Reeve 
Hampton, Iowa
III**—326 
Fall
$12.10 79.02 Yorkshire Hickory Grove 
Canada King (36313)
Hickory Grove 
Betty 5th (36842)
M., J. Lundvall 
Bftholm, Iowa
1—315 - 
Fall
$12.06 78.67 Tamworth Tomahawk Anchor 
(36057)
Tomahawk Sarah II 
(36954)
J. J. Newlin 
Grimes, Iowa
X—276 
Fall
$12.05 78.29 Spotted Poland 
China
Cedar Wood 
(119161)
Queen Rainbow VI 
(3-0434)
Massee & Massee 
Nashua, Iowa
VIII—306 
Spring
$12.05 77.46 T amworth-Chester 
White
Tomahawk Banker II 
(34992)
Silver Maid II 
(437580)
J. J. Newlin 
Grimes, Iowa
IX—326 
Fall
$12.04 80.47 Berkshire Border Raider 
(345138)
Rookwood Lady 244 
(343858)
C. F. Curtiss 
Ames, Iowa
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TABLE III Continued
X I—276 
Fall
$12.02  ^ 78.20 Hampshire Iowa King (168321) Clover Hill Maid (422962)
Orben Schoff 
Lost Nation, Iowa
XIII—319 
Spring
$11.98 78.03 Poland China The Silverman (A52699)
Dominator’s Pride 
(A130774)
O. J. Hess 
Worthington, Iowa
VI—276 
Fall
$11.97 78.38 Tamworth-Yorkshire
Iowa Red Boy 
(31578)-*
Northfield Princess D 
(33776)
J. J. Newlin 
Grimes, Iowa
Average of all 
44 litters 
on test.
$11.84
*See Table X  for prices used. 
**Only three pigs finished.
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Fig. 3. Representative pig from the Tamworth litter (lot II—experiment 306) that 
ranked first in value o f cuts. The average pig in this litter cut out $12.46 worth of 
pork products per hundred pounds of liveweight. The pig in this picture looks like 
a “ high dresser,”  and he was, for the average yield of chilled carcass of the two pigs 
slaughtered from this litter was 80.75 pounds per hundred pounds of liveweight in the 
feedlot.
MARGIN OR DIFFERENCE BETW EEN CUT OUT VALUES AND
FEED COSTS
The 15 litters (top one-third) that made the best showing in 
rapidity of gain, feed requirements and cut out values have 
been ranked in tables I, II and III. It has been deemed ad­
visable to also rank the litters according to the all-around show­
ing that they made. The “ line up”  of the litters according to 
gain is somewhat different from that when feed requirements or 
value of carcass only are considered.
_ The litters are ranked in table IV according to the margin or 
difference between the cut out values and feed costs. In rank­
ing the litters on this basis, economy of gain and value of car­
cass are directly concerned. The figure which we use and call, 
margin must not be confused with the word “ profit” ; it is not 
profit, for the cost of producing the litter to the sixty-fifth day 
is not included and neither were labor, risk, interest and equip­
ment charges included.
The litters are “ lined up”  on the basis of the. margin or dif­
ference figures merely to indicate the litters that made a good 
all-around showing. As the swine performance tests progress
16
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perhaps a better method of evaluation will be devised, but at 
present with the limited data available we offer this arrange­
ment.
The corn grain, supplemental mixture and mineral mixture 
were charged to the litter at a specific price. This price was 
the average by months at Chicago for No. 2 shelled corn. Chi­
cago prices were used similarly for the ingredients of the sup­
plemental mixture and the prevailing prices of similar mineral 
mixtures were approximated. See table X  in appendix for the 
feed prices.
The greatest margin or difference between cut out values per 
hundred pounds of liveweight and cost of feed per hundred­
weight of gain was $5.25. The pigs in this litter did not rank 
first in rapidity of gain, feed requirement or cut out values, but 
they did rank quite high in all three respects.
The litter that ranked first in feed requirements ranked third 
in margin or difference. The litter that ranked first in cut out 
values ranked thirteenth in margin or difference.
The margin or difference between these 15 litters in the top 
one-third of all lots tested is close in several cases. The litter 
making the podrest showing in this respect showed a margin of 
only $2.39, some $2.86 less than the highest ranking lot.
Pig. 4. Representative pig from the Poland China litter (lot V-—experiment 319) 
that showed the greatest margin cr difference between cut out values and feed costs. 
The average pig in this litter made an average daily gain of 1.43 pounds, required 367 
Pounds of feed per hundredweight of gain, cut out $12.22 worth of pork products per 
hundred pounds liveweight and showed a margin or difference of $5.25'.
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TABLE IV. LITTERS RANKED ON BASIS OF MARGINS.
Gains, Feed Requirements, Feed Costs, Cut Out Values and Margins
All Lots Were Fed From 65 Days of Age to a 225-Pound Final Average Weight Per Pig 
(All figures in pounds unless otherwise designated)
Lot
desig­
nation
Average 
initial weight 
and date
Days
required to 
reach 225 lbs.
Average 
daily gain
Feed required for 100 lbs. gain Cost of feed 
for 100 lbs. 
gain*
Value of all 
cuts per 100 
lbs. live- 
weight*
Margin or 
difference be­
tween cut out 
values and 
feed costs
Sh. corn 
(14%M)
Supplemental
mixture
Minerals Total
Vi 39.58 
(May 21)
130.0 1.427 295.87 69.56 1.26 366.69 $6.97 $12.22 $5.25
X 2 . 31?. 33 
(Dec. 2)
122.0 1.532 322.30 5i2.48 .18 374.96 $6.88 $12.05 $5.17
XIIIs 37.83 
(June 3)
.126.5 1.485 287.57 70.61 .26 358.44 $6.83 $11.98 $5.15
VII4 35.68 
(Nov. 18)
128.0 1.483 305.54 54.86 .48 360.58 $6.67 $11.77 $5.10
X 6 42.18 
(Nov. 23)
114.5 1.601 302.85 59.^6 .26 363.07 $6.77 $11.77 $5.00
IVe 37.18 
(May 16)
130.5 1.435 308.29 58.27 1.18 367.74 $6.84 ; $11.79 $4.95
I7 36.00 
(May 13)
146.0 1.297 323.70 67.59 .37 391.66 $7.34 $12.26 $4.92
111**8 32.45 
(Nov. 9)
133.5 1.443 293.35 79.91 .32 373.58 $7.22 $12.10 $4.88
VII9 46.08 
. (Nov. 21)
110.5 1.619 306.54 77.10 1.19 384.83 $7.36 $12.15 $4.79
X 10 35.68 
(May 26)
127.0 1.491 308.30 67.51 .27 376.08 $7.08 $11.83 $4.75
III**n 52.18 
(Nov. 17)
113.0 1.532 314.50 66.79 .78 382.07 $7.18 $11.91 $4.73
V12 38.25. 
(Nov. 14)
123.5 1.516 314.48 63.88 .84 379.20 $7.10 $11.77 $4.67
II13 36.50 
(June 5) ,
140.0 1.345 335.96 75.11 1.40 412.47 $7.80 $12.46 $4.66
V14 33.43 
(June 13)
122.5 1.564 293.85 78.09 .74 372.68 $7.16 $11.82 $4.66
VIIlS 41.68 
(May 22)
127.0 1.447 308.36 66.17 .40 374.93 $7.05 $11.71 $4.66
Average of all 44 litters in the test
135.3 1.381 323.26 73.62 .73 397.61 $7.52 $11.84 $4.31
*See Table X  for prices used. 
**Only tbree pigs finished.
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NUMBER OF PIGS PER L IT T E R
The number of pigs farrowed per sow and the sex are given 
in table V in the appendix.
The dams of the 44 litters that have been fed in this test far­
rowed eight or more pigs each. The number of pigs farrowed 
per litter ranged from 8 to 17.
GROWTH OF T H E  PIGS
The average body length, heart girth, paunch girth, shoulder 
height and foreshin circumference of the pigs of the litters at 
the start of the feeding period (sixty-fifth day) and at the 225- 
pound average final weight with the absolute increase and per­
centage increase are given in table VIII, in the appendix. The 
differences in the way the pigs of the litters grew and devel­
oped is shown by these figures.
TABLE V. THE FARROWING RECORD OF THE LITTERS. 
First Experiment, 1927—Fall Pigs—Experiment 276
Lot no. Consecutive litter and date of farrow
No. pigs farrowed
Boars Sows
I 2nd -  September 1, 1927 6 6
II 2nd -  September 1, 1927 6 6
III 2nd -  September 4, 1927 7 6
IV 4th -  September 6, 1927 7 7
V 5th -  September 10, 1927 7 6
VI 2nd -  September 12, 1927 7 4
VII 5th — September 14, 1927 2 9
VIII 4th -  September 17, 1927 10 2
x . 4th -  September 28, 1927 7 5
XI 4th -  September 27, 1927 6 7
Second Experiment, 1928—Spring Pigs-—Experiment 306
Lot no. Consecutive litter and date of farrow
No. pigs farrowed
Boars „ Sows
I 3rd -  April 2, 1928 10 5II 4th -  April 1, 1928 • 7 6III 4th -  April 1, 1928 5* 5*IV 1st -  April 2, 1928 6 3V 2nd -  April 9, 1928 4 6VI 3rd -  April 24, 1928 5 6VIII 1st -  April 25, 1928 4**
*2 dead at birth, not included-sex not reported. 
**1 dead at birth, not included-sex not reported.
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Third Experiment, 1928—-Fall Pigs—Experiment 315
Lot no. Consecutive litter and date of farrow
No. pigs farrowed
Boars Sows
I 1st — September 1, 1928 5 7II 3rd — September 9, 1928 3 8
III 1st — September 13, 1928 5 5IV 4th — September 19, 1928 8 9V 2nd -  September 21, 1928 6 3
Fourth Experiment, 1929—Spring Pigs—Experiment 319
Lot no. Consecutive litter and date of farrow
No. pigs farrowed
Boars Sows
I 2nd — March 10, 1929 5 6IV 3rd -  March 13, 1929 5 6V 5th -  March 18, 1929 5 3VI 1st — March 18, 1929 3 11VII 2nd -  March 19, 1929 6 6V ili 3rd -  March 21, 1929 4 7IX 2nd — March 22, 1929 7 7X 1st -  March 23, 1929 6 6XI 2nd — March 12, 1929 6 5XII 4th -  March 31, 1929 7 5XIII 1st -  March 31, 1929 6 4
Fifth Experiment, 1929—Fall Pigs—Experiment 326
Lot no. Consecutive litter and date of farrow
No. pigs farrowed
Boars Sows
I 2nd -  September 5,-1929 5 5II 3rd -  September 7, 1929 9 7III 1st — September 6, 1929 7 3IV 1st -  September 8, 1929 5 8V 2nd -  September 11, 1929 5 4VI 3rd -  September 2, 1929 5 5Vii 2nd -  September 18, 1929 6 4VIII 2nd -  September 17, 1929 5 6IX 2nd — September 16, 1929 3 5X 3rd -  September 20, 1929 5 4XI 12th -  September 24, 1929 4 6
a\
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TABLE VI. GAINS, DAILY FEED CONSUMPTION, FEED REQUIREMENTS, FEED COSTS, CUT OUT VALUES AND MARGIN OF THE LITTERS. 
Each Litter (Four Pigs) Started on Experiment Feed When 65 Days of Age and Fed Until Each Litter Averaged 225 Pounds
Figures on Average Pig Basis (Pounds and Dollars)
. First Experiment, 1927—-Fall Pigs—Experiment 276
•
No. of Gain Cost of Value of Margin or
Lot no. Av. initial days re- —S----------- Average daily feed Feed required for 100 lbs. gain feed for all cuts difference be-
wt. and date quired to Av. daily Varia- 100 lbs. per 100 tween value
reach per pig bility Shelled Supple- Miner- Total Shelled Supple- Miner- Total gain** lbs. live- of cuts and
225 lbs. (lbs.) (percent) corn ment als * corn ment als weight** cost of gaint
I 43.33 130.00 1.393 10 4.33 .93 .04 5.30 311.15 66.39 2.64 380.18 $7.17 $11.56 $4.39
11 42.83 145.00 1.326 8 4.79 .98 .02 5.79 360.70 73.81 1.33 435.84 8.17 11.87 3.70
IJI ■ „48.58 117.50 1.498 20 4.84 .88 .02 5.74 323.46 58.72 1.08 383.26 7.11 11.74 4.63
IV 42.00 162.50 1.127 20 4.02 .67 .01 4.70 256.80 59.85 .95 417.60 7.69 12.10 4.41
V 38.25 123.50 1.516 5 4.77 .97 .01 5.75 314.48 63.88 .84 379.20 7.10 11.77 4.67
VI 33.00 136.00 1.411 6 4.47 1.00 .01 5.48 316.52 71.11 1.02 388.65 7.35 11.97 4.62
VII 35.68 128.00 1.483 11 4.53 .81 .00 5.34 305.54. 54.86 .18 360.58 6.67 11.77 5.10
(Nov. 18)
VIII 42.68 129.00 1.415 7 4.93 .78 .01 5.72 348.62 55.32 .73 404.67 7.41 11.88 4.47
X 38.33 122.00 1.532 5 4.94 .80 .00 5.74 322.30 52.48 .18 374.96 6.88 12.05 5.17
XI 36.25 147.00 1.287 14 4.65 .74 .00 5.39 361.22 57.73 .04 418.99 7.67 12.02 4.35
(Dec. 1) _
Second Experiment, 1928—Spring Pigs-—Experiment 306
I 36.93 115.00 1.640 8 4.91 1.33 .01 6.25 299.34 81.08 .71 381.13 7.34 11.38 4.04
II
(J U.118 0) 
36.50 140.00 1.345 1 4.52 1.01 .02 5.55 335.96 75.11 1.40 412.47. 7.80 12.46 4.66
III*
(J U118 u) 
43.25 134.50 1.352 1 4.43 1.03 .02 5.48 327.35 76.19 1.18 404.72 7.68 11.73 4.05
IV*
(J11116 u) 
43.28 116.50 1.560 12 4.55 1.36 .01 5.92 291.60 87.37 .38 379.35 7.39 10.72 3.33
(June 61
V 33.43 122.50 1.564 10 4.60 1.22 .01 5.83 293.85 78.09 .74 372.68 7.16 11.82 4.66
VI 53.68_ 102.00 1.683 9 5.02 1.29 .01 6.32 298.38 76.54 .45 375.37 7.19 11.53 4.34
VIII 34.88 125.00 . 1.524 17 5.17 1.05 .00 6.22 339.49 69.02 .16 408.67 7.64 12.05 4.41
(J une 29) ■H
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TABLE VI Continued
Third Experiment, 1928—Fall Pigs—Experiment 315
I 28.08 
(Nov. 4)
173.50 1.135 14 4.47 .99 .01 5.47 393.71 86.91 .85 481.47 9.08 12.06 2.98
II 42.83 
(Nov. 16)
152.00 1.200 30 4.46 1.16 .01 5.63 371.46 96.38 .38 468.22 8.97 11.36 2.39
III* 52.18 
(Nov. 17)
113.00 1.532 8 4.82 1.02 .01 5.85 314.50 66.79 .78 382.07 7.18 11.91 4.73
IV 38.83 
(Nov. 23)
127.00 1.464 1 4.96 1.31 .03 6.30 338.88 89.57 1.74 430.19 8.28 .11.75 3.47
V 42.00 
(Nov. 25)
137.50 1.333 18 4.14 .93 .02 5.09 310.17 70.07 1.38 281.62 7.22 11.79 4.57
Fourth Experiment, 1929—Spring Pigs—Experiment 319
I 36.00 
(May 13)
87.18 
(May 16)
39.58 
(May 21)
42.05 
(May 21)
41.68 
(May 22)
42.50 
(May 24)
43.18 
(May 25)
35.68 
(May 26)
41.73 
(May 27)
60.. 50 
(June 3)
37.83 
(June 3)
146.00 1.297 5 4.20 .88 .01 5.09 323.70 67.59 .37 391.66 7.34 12.26 4.92
IV 130.50 1.435 10 4.43 .84 .02 5.29 308.29 58.27 1.18 367.74 6.84 11.79 4.95
V 130.00 1.427 13 4.22 .99 .02 5.23 295.87 69.56 1.26 366.69 6.97 12.22 5.25
VI 145.00 1.264 8 3.99 .96 .01 4.96 316.00 76.05 .63 392.68 7.47 11.85 4.38
v n 127.00 1.447 6 4.46 .96 .01 5.43 308.36 66.17 .40 374.93 7.05 11.71 4.«6
VIII . 130.50 1.400 13 4.33 1.00 .01 5.34 309.47 71.32 .68 381.47 7.23 11.47 4.24
IX 157.50 1.157 26 3.69 1.11 .00 4.80 318.65 95.79 .08 414.52 8.07 11.82 3.75
X 127.00 1.491 13 4.60 1.01 .00 5.61 308.30 67.51 .27 376.08 7.08 11.83 4.75
XI 161.50 1.133 30 3.82 .95 .01 4.78 336.78 83.56 .40 420.74 8.03 11.84 3.81
XTI 118.00 1.394 10 4.35 1.12 .00 5.47 312.05 80.26 .23 392.54 7.51 11.49 3.98
XIII 126.50 1.485 7 4.27 1.05 .00 5.32 287.57 70.61 .26 358.44 6.83 11.98 5.15
* Only three pigs finished. 
**See table X  for prices used, 
t See description on page 100.
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TABLE VI Continued
Fifth Experiment, 1929—Fall Pigs—Experiment 326
Lot no. Av. initial 
wt. and date
No. of 
days re­
quired to 
reach 
225 lbs.
Gam
Average <iaily feed Feed required fc>r 100 lbs. gain
Cost of 
feed for 
100 lbs. 
gain**
Value of 
all cuts 
per 100 
lbs. live- 
weight**
Margin or 
difference be­
tween value 
of cuts aud 
cost of gain***
Av. daily 
per pig 
(lbs.)
Varia­
bility
(percent)
Shelled 
corn '
Supple­
ment
Miner­
als
Total Shelled
eorn
Supple­
ment
Miner­
als
Total
I 57.75 
(Nov. 8)
112.50 1.486 7 4.58 1.13 .02 5.73 308.05 75.85 1.17 385.07 $7.35 $11.75 $4.40
II 38.68 
(Nov. 10)
156.00 1.196 27 3.88 .93 .01 4.82 324.33 77.47 .76 402.56 7.65 11.60 3.95
III* 33.18 
(Nov. 9)
133.50 1.437 13 4.23 1.15 .01 5.39 294.46 80.22 .33 375.01 7.22 12.10 4.88
IV* 47.65 
(Nov. 11)
137.50 1.290 1 4.17 1.16 .01 5.34 323.08 89.61 .39 413.08 7.97 11.58 3.61
V 36.33 
(Nov. 14)
167.00 1.131 16 3.98 .93 .01 4.92 351.62 82.46 .89 434.97 8.25 11.80 3.55
VI 40.63 
(Nov. 5)
155.00 1.190 21 4.07 1.01 .02 5.10 342.29 85.08 1.73 429.10 8.20 12.13 3.93
VII 46.08 
(Nov. 21)
110.50 1.619 9 4.96 1.25 .02 6.23 306.54 77.10 1.19 384.83 7.36 12.15 4.79
V ili 38.08 
(Nov. 20)
164.50 1.135 18 3.83 .90 .00 4.73 337.09 79.13 .25 416.47 7.90 12.23 4.33
IX 43.25 
(Nov. 19)
155.00 1.170 30 3.84 .78 .00 4.62 328.33 66.61 .10 395.04 7.39 12.04 4.65
X 42.18 
(Nov. 23)
114.50 1.601 7 4.85 .96 .00 5.81 302.85 59.96 .26 363.07 6.77 11.77 5.00
XI 43.00 
(Nov. 27)
146.50 1.241 15 4.29 1.14 .00 5.43 345.57 92.17 .19 437.93 8.42 11.96 3.54
♦Only three pigs finished. 
♦♦See table X  for prices used. 
♦♦♦See description oh page 100.
, TABLE VII. YIELD OF THE HOGS PER 100 POUNDS LIVEWEIGHT ON FEED.
(Figures based on straight averages of the two pigs slaughtered from each litter) First Experiment 1927—Fall Pigs—Experiment 276
Litters by lots I h III ÏV V VI VII V ili X XI
77.13 77.62 78.32 79.05 78.44 78.38 77.28 78.36 78.29 78.20
Yield of cuts per 100 lbs, liveweight:
10.57 9.41 10.62 10.93 11.02 11.02 10.79 10.51 10.84 11.32
12.89 12.47 12.77 14.31 12.55 12.61 12.35 12.08 13.11 12.41
6.80
i
7.21 6.84 6.64 7.41 7.15 6.54 7.23 6.17 6.57
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4.17 3.70 3.66 3.85 3.83 3.78 4.09 3.68 3.69 3.35
7.17 7.13 7.41 9.08 7.63 7.89 7.04 6.41 7.33 7.75
1.77 1.79 . 2.02 2.18 1.89 2.11 1.86 2.00 1.83 1.74
9.11 10.57 8.94 9.10 9.55 9.14 9.78 12.04 9.25 11.46
2.48 3.09 2.83 2.14 1.80 2.97 2.73 2.97 2.42 2.93
6.056.67 5.81 7.11 6.19 7.39 5.83 6.14 5.84 7.05
1.46 1.49 1.82 1.46 '2.19 1.32 1.44 1.69 1.79 1.59
1.60 1.52 1.49 1.51 1.67 1.41 1.62 1.36 1.72 1.66
.31 .31 .30 .28 .28 .30 .30 .29 .28 .25
.20 .21 .26 .23 .27 .19 .25 .23 .21 .15
.33 .27 .35 .32 .27 .43 .31 .42 .33 .53
Ruffle fat .84 .86 .72 .79 .75 .85 .81 .93 .95 .91
15.07 17.33 16.54 15.60 15.15 17.17 16.15 15.96 19.87 16.43
LeanLean Medium Medium Very
lean
Lean Lean
very lean to lean to lean
Lean Medium
Medium 
to fat Lean Lean
Lean to 
very lean Medium
Medium 
to lean Medium Medium
Second Experiment 1928—Spring Pigs—Experiment 306
Litters by lots I II III IV V VI VIII
76.04 80.75 76.59 72.68 77.69 76.84 77.46
Yield of cuts per 100 lbs. liveweight:
9.45 10.37 10.88 8.18 9.75 9.16 10.49
12.33 13.01 12.82 10.96 14.06 11.61 12.93
5.86 7.82 7.60 5.57 6.84 8.24 6.91
3.60 3.65 3.69 2.96 3.67 3.38 3.79
6.47 8.67 7.53 6.16 8.51 7.92 7.30
1.50 1.75 2.15 1.52 1.77 1.70 2.24
9.89 10.57 8.98 10.13 8.11 8.96 9.65
3.38 3.38 2.39 2.40 1.92 2.73 2.55
6.65 6.69 5.95 6.43 7.56 7.26 6.25
1.26 1.86 1.44 1.03 1.97 1.43 1.52
1.28 1.36 1.58 1.62 1.39 1.54 1.53
.34 .31 .31 ;28 .25 .21 .28
.18 .19 .24 .24 .16 .14 .23
.32 .47 .30 .35 .31 .44 .22
Ruffle, fat .84 .73 .82 .81 .71 .90 .75
16.22 16.30 15.31 19.04 15.97 15.85 16.64
Medium Lean Medium Medium Medium Lean
to lean
Medium Lean Lean Lean
Medium 
to lean
Medium 
to lean Lean
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TABLE VII Continued
Third Experiment 1928—Fall Pigs—Experiment 315
Litters by lots i II III IV V
78.67 75.56 79.07 76.63 77.67
Yield of cuts per 100 lbs. liveweight:
10.22 9.81 11.33 10.02 11.21
12.13 13.13 12.69 12.59 13.07
7.26 6.96 6.71 6.74 6.44
3.53 2.91 4.01 3.61 3.84
8.01 7.51 7.64 7.91 7.99
1.94 1.72 1.85 1.78 1.88
10.81 8.34 9.79 8.61 8.82
3.49 1.94 2.90 2.21 2.80
6.13 7.49 6.62 7.30 6.66
1.72 2.05 1.66 1.97 1.52
1.34 1.73 1.55 2.25 1.38
.28 .28 .29 .33 .28
.22 .19 .25 .23 .20
.61 .37 .30 .40 .40
.98 .88 1.05 .89 .92
15.44 16.58 15.53 16.50 15.07
Medium Medium to lean Medium Medium Medium to lean
Medium to lean Medium to fat Lean Medium to lean Lean
Fourth Experiment 1929—Spring Pigs—Experiment 319
Litters by lots i IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII k m
79.44 77.69 79.14 78.40 77.06 76.94 76.40 77.95 79.67 75.76 78.03
9.94
12.98
Yield of cuts per 100 lbs. liveweight:
10.30 9.66 9.83 9.91 8.69 9.53 11.90 10.41 9.94 10.04
12.10 22.33 13.84 12.51 12.82 11.85 14.08 13.14 12.52 12.11
7.95 6.87 7.72 6.87 7.76 7.26 6.26 7.33 7.32 6.85 7.61 
3 783.29 3.38 3.57 3.66 3.39 3.86 4.38 3.37 3.36 3.97
7.36 6.95 8.32 7.86 7.72 7.13 7.45 7.32 7.74 7.82 7.77
1.90 l jS i 1.90 1.87 1.67 1'. 84 2.12 1.83 2.01 1.89 1 98
12.31 10.32 8.42 9.12 7.70 9.83 6.59 9.05 9.95 8.41 8 18
3.27 2.55 2.43 2.45 2.36 3.34 1.73 2.22 3.18 2.66 2.05
5.90 7.59 7.52 7.65 8.12 6.18 6.54 7.77 7.13 6.71 7.31
1.39 2.09 2.34 1.77 2.59 1.51 1.55 2.40 1.62 1.57 1.94
1.14 1.52 1.74 1.20 1.39 1.30 1.38 1.73 1.23 1.57 1.62
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T A B L E  V I I  C o n tin u e d
Heart...... ........... _................................
Tongue................................................
Caul fat...............................................
Ruffle fat................................. „ .........
Trimmings**.......................................
Character*** of bacon from each 
carcass............................... ..............
.27 
.22 
.50 
.94 
16.24 
Medium 
to lean
.28
.23
.41
.82
17.24
Medium
.25
.21
.31
.69
17.63
Medium
.24
.15
.30
.71
17.43
Medium
.30
.21
.42
.93
18.54
Medium
.28 
.15 
.43 
.98 
15.93 
Medium 
to lean
.32
.23
.36
.75
15.73
Lean
.27
.21
.36
.68
17.58
Fat
.28 
.17 
.36 
.86 
17.26 
Medium 
to lean
.30 • 
.20 
.45 
1.03 
16.69 
Very 
lean
.25
.24
.41
.89
17.40
Fat
Medium Medium Lean to Medium
to lean Fat Medium Medium Lean to lean very lean to fat Fat Lean Medium 
to lean
Fifth Experiment 1929—Fall Pigs—Experiment 326
Litters by lots I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI
77.95 76.81 79.02 75.05 77.52 79.53 78.23 78.48 80.47 77.82 78.66
Yield of cuts per 100 lbs. liveweight:
10.47 10.36 9.63 11.10 10.06 9.11 10.33 11.84 10.75 9.47 11.15
13.01 12.66 12.81 12.90 13.22 13.37 13.51 13.66 11.81 12.43 13.02
7.12 7.16 8.26 6.77 7.10 8.29 7.04 7.32 8.27 7.54 7.26
3.87 3.42 3.56 4.40 3.49 3.37 3.80 4.32 3.68 3.29 4.08
7.42 8.22 7.86 7.82 7.81 8.09 8.20 8.04 7.64 8.13 7.73
1.53 1.65 1.76 2.09 1.76 1.60 1.68 2.03 1.94 1.45 1.79
9.66 8.70 10.08 6.33 9.66 9.38 8.72 8.07 9.77 10.12 8.45
2.49 2.00 2.24 2.55 2.27 2.13 2.59 2.48 2.60 2.57 3.25
6.85 7.08 6.97 5.74 6.80 7.19 6.55 6.26 7.39 7.38 6.48
1.87 1.59 2.18 1.28 1.50 2.10 1.61 1.60 2.20 2.22 1.36
1.61 1.41 1.42 1.41 1.64 1.38 1.63 1.31 1.48 1.50 1.55
.27 .29 .26 .31 .28 .27 .28 .27 .27 .28 .30
.22 .19 .23 .22 .21 .19 .21 .24 .23 .26 .21
.38 .41 .34 .28 .32 .34 .39 .29 .32 .40 .43
.73 .91 .89 .86 .67 .78 .80 .60 .72 1.19 .90
16.31 16.41 16.23 16.03 17.24 18.47 17.03 16.21 17.42 15.99 15.77
Character*** of bacon from each Medium 
to fat
Medium 
to fat
Lean Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium 
to lean
Medium 
to fat
Medium 
to fat
Lean
Medium 
to fat Lean Lean Lean Lean Fat Lean Medium Medium Medium Lean
*Based on chilled carcass and feedlot weights.
**Inoludes trimmings from ham, belly, picnic ham and jowls, clear plate, bloody end spare ribs, fore shank, hind foot and tail. 
***A proportional relationship between fat and lean. The grades used were: very lean, lean, medium, fat and very fat.
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TABLE VIIJ. THE DIMENSIONAL GROWTH OF THE LITTERS FROM THE 65TH 
DAY TO THE 225-POUND AVERAGE FINAL WEIGHT.
(All Measurements in Inches, Average Pig Basis) 
First Experiment 1927—Fall Pigs—Experiment 276
Litter 
designation 
by lots
Age in days
Body 
length 
(ears to 
tail)
Heart
girth
Paunch
girth
Shoulder
height
Shin, fore 
circum­
ference
I 65 25.60 24.35 25.90 15.43 4.08
197 48.00 44.15 48.53 29.00 6.13
Absolute increase* 22.40 19.80 22.63 13.57 2.05
Percentage increase 87.50 81.31 87.37 87.95 50.25II 65 24.20 21.15 22.90 13.75 3.80
211 46.50 44.33 48.45 26.78 5.95
Absolute increase* 22.30 23.18 25.55 13.03 2.15
Percentage increase 92.15 109.60 111.57 94.76 56.58
III 65 27.48 24.83 27.20 14.30 4.25
184 48.28 44.70 48.93 24.20 5.98
Absolute increase* 20.80 19.87 21.73 9.90 1.73
Percentage increase 75.69 80.02 79.89 69.23 40.71IV 65 27.30 22.45 25.48 15.45 3.85
229 50.58 41.98 45.15 27.60 5.80
Absolute increase* 23.28 19.53 19.67 12.15 1.95
Percentage increase 85.27 86.99 77.20 78.64 50.65V 65 26.28 22.48 25.23 14.63 3.90
189 48.03 43.18 47.43 26.85 6.05
Absolute increase* 21.75 20.70 22.20 12.22 2.15
Percentage increase 82.76 92.08 87.99 83.53 55.13VI 65 26.25 21.50 23.00 13.65 3.65
205 50.75 45.35 48.23 25.33 5.80
Absolute increase* 24.50 23.85 25.23 11.68 2.15
Percentage increase 93.33 110.93 109.70 85.57 58.90VII 65 24.05 22.10 24.48 14.00 3.65
194 47.85 44.05 49.40 25.25 5.88
Absolute increase* 23.80 21.95 24.92 11.25 9.23
Percentage increase 98.96 99.32 101.80 80.36 61.10V II 65 26.00 23.40 27.75 14.35 4.00
195 47.53 45.25 49.43 26.18 5.85
Absolute increase* 21.53 21.85 21.68 11.83 1.85
Percentage increase 82.81 93.38 78.13 82.44 46.25X 65 27.28 22.93 24.18 14.30 3.90
189 45.50 43.53 48.38 24.33 6.13
Absolute increase* 18.22 20.60 24.20 10.03 2.23
Percentage increase 66.79 89.84 100.08 70.14 57.18XI 65 25.15 21.88 24.68 13.68 3.55
212 46.18 43.90 49.23 25.85 5.50
Absolute increase* 21.03 22.02 24.55 12.17 1.954 Percentage increase 83.62 100.64 99.47 88.96 54.93
Second Experiment 1928—-Spring Pigs—Experiment 306
Litter 
designation 
by lots
Age in days
Body 
length 
(ears to 
tail)
Heart
girth
Paunch
girth
Shoulder
height
Shin, fore 
circum­
ference
I 65 25.00 22.08 26.18 14.63 4.05
280 46.43 42.48 47.63 26.28 6.23
Absolute increase* 21.43 20.40 21.45 11.65 2.18
Percentage increase 85.72 92.39 81.93 79.63 53.83II 65 26.45 22.45 25.73 14.30 3.70
206 49.10 43.03 47.70 25.60 5.88
Absolute increase* 22.65 20.58 21.97 11.30 2.18
Percentage increase 85.63 91.67 85.39 79.02 53.92III 65 25.83 23.80 27.20 14.43 3.73
191 46.27 45.30 49.13 25.27 5.83
Absolute increase* 20.44 21.50 21.93 10.84 2.10
Percentage increase 79.13 90.34 80.63 75.12 56.30IV 65 27.90 23.93 28.53 15.57 4.27
183 48.30 44.07 51.07 26.43 6.27
Absolute increase* 20.40 20.14 22.54 • 10.86 2.00
Percentage increase 73.12 84.16 79.00 69.75 46.84V 65 24.58 21.90 25.12 14.50 3.75
189 47.28 43.80 49.20 25.70 6.35
Absolute increase* 22.70 21.90 24.08 11.20 2.60
Percentage increase 92.35 100.00 95.86 77.24 69.33VI 65 28.00 26.38 29.63 16.03 4.30
167 48.35 42.80 48.03 25.73 6.25
Absolute increase* 20.35 16.42 18.40 9.75 1.95
Percentage increase 72.68 62.24 62.10 60.82 45.35VIII 65 25.03 23.83 26.83 15.23 3.88
192 48.15 45.35 47.90 25:45 5.90
Absolute increase* 23.12 21.52 21.07 10.22 2.02
Percentage increase 92.37 90.31 78.53 67.11 52.06
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Third Experiment 1928—Fall Pigs—Experiment 315
Litter 
designation 
by lots
Age in days
Body 
length 
(ears to 
tail)
Heart
girth
Paunch
girth
Shoulder
height
Shin, fore 
circum­
ference
I 65 21.95 20.78 22.90 13.10 3.50
239 48.45 43.93 48.20 26.88 5.88
Absolute increase* 26.50 23.15 25.30 13.78 2.38
Percentage increase 120.73 111.41 110.48 105.19 68.00
II 65 25.28 23.83 25.93 14.38 3.95
220 47.88 42.78 47.93 25.18 6.28
Absolute increase* 22.60 18.95 22.00 10.80 2.33
Percentage increase 89.40 79.52 84.84 75.10 58.99III 65 28.40 26.13 28.60 14.87 4.43
183 48.07 44.63 49.77 26.07 6.63
Absolute increase* 19.67 18.50 21.17 11.20 2.20
Percentage increase 69.26 70.80 74.02 75.32 49.66
IV 65 26.00 22.70 25.48 14.83 3.95
194 48.48 42.30 49.43 25.28 6.38
Absolute increase* 22.48 19.60 23.95 10.45 2.43
Percentage increase . 86.46 86.34 94.00 70.47 61.52
V 65 25.95 22.90 26,70 15.23 4.10
206 48.60 42.88 49.55 26.10 6.30
Absolute increase* 22.65 19.98 22.85 10.87 2.20
Percentage increase 87.28 87.25 85.58 71.37 53.66
Fourth Experiment 1929—Spring Pigs—Experiment 319
Litter 
designation 
by lots
Age in days
Body 
length 
(ears to 
tail)
Heart
girth
Paunch
girth
Shoulder
height
Shin, fore 
circum­
ference
I 65 24.90 22.18 25.05 13.63 3.70
213 46.50 44.08 . 48.83 25.73 5.65
Absolute increase* 21.60 21.90 23.78 12.10 1.95
Percentage increase 86.75 98.74 94.93 88.77 52.70
IV 65 24.45 21.55 26.83 14.20 3.88
195.5 43.55 43.35 49.10 24.63 6.03
Absolute increase* 19.10 21.90 22.27 10.43 2.15
Percentage increase 78.12 101.62 83.00 73.45 55.41
V 65 25.65 22.30 24.50 14.85 4.00
196 46.30 42.63 48.28 24.93 6.18
Absolute increase* 20.65 20.33 23.78 10.08 2.18
Percentage increase 80.51 91.17 97.06 67.88 54.50
VI 65 26.58 23.43 24.90 15.13 3.93
211 49.78 43.45 46.98 28.03 5.95
Absolute increase* 23.20 20.02 22.08 12.90 2.02
Percentage increase 87.28 85.45 88.67 85.26 51.40
VII 65 24.75 22.15 24.90 14.70 4.18
194 45.75 42.90 47.33 26.38 6.38
Absolute increase* 21.00 20.75 22.43 11.68 2.20
Percentage increase 84.85 93.68 90.08 79.46 52.63
VIII 65 28.20 23.43 27.40 15.75 3.83
196 49.63 43.10 48.78 27.83 5.90
Absolute increase* 21.43 19.67 21.38 12.08 2.07
Percentage increase 75.99 83.95 78.03 76.70 54.05
IX 65 27.23 22.70 25.03 15.38 4.15
225 47.23 41.33 46.63 26.95 6.13
Absolute increase* 20.00 18.63 21.60 11.57 1.98
Percentage increase 73.45 82.07 86.30 75.23 47.71
X 65 23.88 20.38 22.65 12.88 3.83
194 44.55 43.05 49.60 24.18 6.10
Absolute increase* 20.67 22.67 26.95 11.30 2.27
Percentage increase 86.56 111.24 118.98 87.73 59.27XI 65 26.83 22.80 24.40 16.27 4.20
231 47.53 43.50 47.23 27.23 6.23
Absolute increase* 20.70 20.70 22.83 10.96 2.03
Percentage increase 77.15 90.79 93.57 67.36 48.33
XII 65 30.75 25.88 29.68 17.80 4.53
186 48.28 42.85 48.30 28.33 6.18
Absolute increase* 17.53 16.97 18.62 10.53 1.65
Percentage increase 57.01 65.57 62.74 59.16 36.42
XIII 65 24.83 22.03 24.55 14.48 3.95
193 47.93 42.93 47.00 26.73 6.45
Absolute increase* 23.10 20.90 22.45 12.25 2.50
Percentage increase 93.03 94.87 91.45 84.60 63.29
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Fifth Experiment 1929—Fall Pigs—Experiment 326
Litter 
designation 
by lots
Age in days
Body 
length 
(ears to 
tail)
Heart
girth
Paunch
girth
Shoulder
height
Shin, fore 
circum­
ference
I 65 28.70 26.15 28.25 16.65 4.45
181 47.83 44.25 49.08 27.23 6.25
Absolute increase* 19.13 18.10 20.83 10.58 1.80
Percentage increase 66.66 69.22 73.73 63.54 40.45II 65 26.55 22.60 25.78 14.25 4.03
223 48.90 43.65 48.35 26.60 6.05
Absolute increase* 22.35 21.05 22.57 12.35 2.02
Percentage increase 84.18 93.14 87.55 86.67 50.12III 65 25.43 21.03 23.87 13.90 3.83
200 48.47 42.47 47.93 24.27 5.80
Absolute increase* 23.04 21.44 24.06 10.37 1.97
Percentage increase 90.60 101.95 100.80 74.60 51.44IV 65 27.70 24.60 27.47 14.87 3.87
205 47.40 42.90 47.47 25.77 5.70
Absolute increase* 19.70 18.30 20.00 10.90 1.83
Percentage increase 71.12 74.39 72.81 73.30 47.29V 65 24.65 22.00 24.35 14.38 3.83
234 47.08 42.60 46.90 26.85 6.15
Absolute increase* 22.43 20.60 22.55 12.47 2.32
Percentage increase 90.99 93.64 92.61 86.72 60.57VI 65 27.10 24.00 26.58 15.38 4.05
226 47.60 44.95 48.23 26.20 6.43
Absolute increase* 20.50 20.95 21.65 10.82 2.38
Percentage increase 75.65 87.29 81.45 70.35 58.77VII 65 27.63 24.00 26.28 15.70 4.08
176 48.78 43.93 47.53 27.23 5.90
Absolute increase* 21.15 19.93 21.25 11.53 1.82
Percentage increase 76.55 83.04 80.86 73.44 44.61VIII 65 24.73 22.75 25.23 14.63 3.60
232 45.48 43.38 47.65 26.15 5.73
Absolute increase* 20.75 20.63 22.42 11.52 2,1?
Percentage increase 83.91 90.68 88.86 78.74 59:17IX 65 26.00 23.40 27.28 14.30 4.00
225 47,45 43.05 47.63 24.13 5.98
Absolute increase* 21 j45 19.65 20.35 9.83 1.98
Percentage increase 82.50 83.97 74.60 68.74 49.50X 65 26.00 22.75 26.45 14.45 3.95* - 182 48.03 41.55 48.15 25.63 5.83
Absolute increase* 22.03 18.80 21.70 11.18 1.88
Percentage increase 84.73 82.64 82.04 77.37 47.59XI 65 27.15 23.43 27.00 15.40 3.80
214 48.75 43.93 48.95 26.38 6.03
Absolute increase* 21.60 20.50 21.95 10.98 2.23
Percentage increase 79.56 87.49 81.30 71.30 58.68
*Increase equals growth from 65th day of age to 225 pounds average weight.
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TABLE IX. CHEMICAL COMPOSITION OF FEEDS USED. 
(Pounds Per Hundred)
First Experiment 1927—Fall Pigs—Experiment 276
Feed Water Dry
matter
Total
crude
protein
Carbohydrates
Fat or 
ether 
extract
Mineral 
matter 
or ash
Nitrogen
free
extract
Crude
fiber
Shelled corn* 14.00 86.00 8.68 69.96 1.97 4.01 1.39
Shelled corn** 14.00 86.00 9.35 69.94 2.35 3.14 1.22
Tankage 8.28 91.72 58.33 2.50 2.18 8.35 20.36
Linseed oilmeal 9.79 90.21 35.38 31.37 10.12 6.10 7.24
Cottonseed meal 6.26 93.74 41.53 26.03 10.79 8.24 7.15
Alfalfa meal 10.75 89.25 14.48 34.37 27.84 2.80 9.76
♦July 1, 1927-December 30, 1927 
**January 1, 1928-July 1, 1928
Second Experiment 1928—Spring Pigs—Experiment 306
Shelled corn* 14 00 86 00 9 35 69 94 2 35 3 14 1 22
Shelled corn** 14 00 86 00 9 63 69 13 2 33 3 54 1 37
Tankage*** 8 28 91 72 58 33 2 50 2 18 8 35 20 36
Tankaget 6 40 93 60 60 32 0 00 1 82 9 70 21 82
Linseed oilmeal 9 79 90 21 35 38 31 37 10 12 6 10 7 24
Cottonseed meal 6 26 93 74 41 53 26 03 10 79 8 24 7 15
Alfalfa mealft 10 75 89 25 14 48 34 37 27 84 2 80 9 76
Alfalfa mealj 7 70 92 30 16 52 31 99 31 65 2 42 9 72
♦June 6, 1928-July 1, 1928 
♦♦July 1, 1928 -  November 10, 1928 
♦♦♦June 6, 1928 -  September 16, 1928 
tSeptember 16, 1928 — November 10, 1928 
ttJune 6, 1928 -  August 5, 1928 
ÎAugust 6, 1928 -  November 10, 1928
Third Experiment 1928—Fall Pigs—Experiment 316
Shelled corn* 14 00 86.00 9 63 69 13 2 33 3 54 1.37
Shelled corn** 14 00 86.00 8 33 71 29 1 99 3 24 1.15
Tankage 6 40 93.60 60 32 0 00 1 82 9 70 21.82
Linseed oilmeal 9 30 90.70 33 41 36 80 9 25 6 12 5.12
Cottonseed meal 6 26 93.74 41 53 26 03 10 79 8 24 7.15
Alfalfa meal 7 70 92.30 16 52 31 99 31 65 2 42 9.72
♦November 5, 1998 -  January 1, 19°9 
♦♦January 1, 19°9 -  April 27, 1929
Fourth Experiment 1929—Spring Pigs—Experiment 319
Shelled corn* 14 00 86 00 8.33 71 29 1 99 3 24 1 J5
Tankage 7 22 92 78 57.73 0 40 3 58 11 49 19 58
Linseed oilmeal 9 65 90 35 35.46 32 87 10 80 5 85 5 37
Cottonseed meal 6 26 93 74 41.53 26 03 10 79 8 24 7 15
Alfalfa mealtt 7 70 92 30 16.52 31 99 31 65 2 42 9 72
Alfalfa mealj ' 8 75 91 25 13.72 29 21 36 77 1 22 10 33
♦May 13, 1929 -  July 1, 1929 
TtMay 13, 1929 -  July 6, 1929 
tJuly 5, 1929 -  September 26, 1929
Fifth Experiment 1929—-Fall Pigs—Experiment 326
Shelled corn* . 14 00 86 00 8 33 71 29 1 99 3 24 1 15
-Tankage 7 22 92 78 57 73 0 40 3 58 11 49 19 58
Linseed oilmeal 9 56 90 44 35 76 34 01 9 82 5 07 5 78
Cottonseed meal 6 26 93 74 41 53 26 03 10 79 8 24 7 15
Alfalfa meal 8 75 91 25 13 72 29 21 36 77 1 22 10 33
♦Figures Estimated.
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TABLE X. PRICES OF THE FEEDS AND CARCASS CUTS AND BY-PRODUCTS 
USED IN FIGURING COST OF GAIN AND VALUE OF CARCASS
The Ames prices o f  feeds used in this test are as follows: Shelled corn (14 percent 
moisture basis) $0.9278 per bushel or $0.01,66 per pound; meat meal tankage, 60 
percent protein, $67.92 per ton or $0.03396 per pound; linseed oilmeal $50.40 per ton 
or $0.0252 per pound; cottonseed meal $42.37 per ton or $0.021185 per pound; alfalfa 
meal $30 per ton or $0,015 per pound.
The mineral mixture figured for raw ingredients $3 per hundredweight or $0.03 
per pound.
The supplemental mixture figured, on the basis o f the feed prices as given, $58.00 
per ton or $0,029 per pound.
The prices of the cuts used are; Loin 10 to 12 pounds $0.2297 per pound; loin 12 
to 15 pounds $0.2107 per pound; ham 12 to 14 pounds $0.1987 per pound; ham 14 to 
16 pounds $0.1986 per pound; bacon 6 to 8 pounds $0.2230 per pound; bacon 8 to 10 
pounds $0.2139 per pound; Boston butt $0.1975 per pound; picnic shoulder 6 to 8 
pounds $0.1337 per pound; picnic shoulder 8 to 10 pounds $0.1268 per pound; 
picnic shoulder 10 to 12 pounds $0.1253 per pound; spare ribs $0.1324 per 
pound; fat back 10 to 12 pounds $0.1086 per pound; fat back 12 to 14 pounds $0.1144 
per pound; leaf fat $0.1256 per pound; head (with jowls and tongue out) $0.0394 per 
pound; jowls $0.0956 per pound; liver $0.0502 per pound; heart $0.0786 per pound; 
tongue $0.1476 per pound; caul fat $0.0941 per pound; ruffle fat $0.0751 per pound; 
trimmings $0.10 per pound.
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